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Faculty Salaries at California’s
Public Universities, 2004-05

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of
the 1965 Generd Legiddtive Sesson, the Cdifornia State University and the
University of Cdifornia submit to the Cdifornia Postsecondary Education
Commission information on faculty salariesfor their respective ingditutions and
for a sat of comparison colleges and universities located primarily outside of
Cdifornia

Commission gaff devel ops esimates of the percentage changesin faculty sala
riesin Cdifornia public universities that will enable them to atain parity with
their respective comparison groups in the forthcoming fiscd year. These fi-
na parity figuresfor both systems are based on find datafrom five of the eight
Univergty of Cdifornia comparison inditutions, and 19 of the 20 Cdifornia
Sate Univergty comparison inditutions. A prdiminary estimate of faculty
sdary parity was reported to the Department of Finance and the Office of the
Legidative Andyst last December.

This report contains a brief description of the methodology employed to cal-
culate the parity percentages, and the faculty sdary increase trends over the
past 23 years. Supplemental Budget Language adopted by the Legidaturein
1998 precludes changes in the methodology prior to the 2002-03 budget
cycle. Because of the lengthy lead times required to develop the Governor’'s
Budget, if any changes in the methodology are contemplated for the 2005-06
cycle, discussons anong the members of the Commisson’s Feculty Sdary
Advisory Committee should begin no later than the of 2004.

A summary of the methodology

The faculty sdary methodology includes two separate comparison ingtitution
groups — one each for the Cdifornia State University and the University of
Cdifornia. The procedures by which the systems collect data, and the tech-
niques used to analyze those data, have been designed and refined periodi-
cdly by the Commission in consultation with the Commisson’s Faculty Sa-
ay Advisory Committee. The Committee includes representatives from the
CdiforniaState Univeraty, Universty of Cdifornia, the Department of Finance,
and the Office of the Legidaive Andy<, with the Cdifornia Faculty Associa
tion included on the Committee as an observer. As areault, the faculty sd-
ary methodology is reflective of several compromises among interested par-
ties, rather than the vison of any sngleindividud or agency.

Thisyear’ s methodology is unchanged from the last severd years, and can be
found in consderable detall in severd previous Commisson reports. These
include the June 1987 report Faculty Salary Revisions (CPEC 87-27), the
June 1989 report Revisions to the Commission’s Faculty Salary Method-
ology (CPEC 89-22), and the 1997 faculty salary report (CPEC 97-2),
which includes 1996-97 adjustments.



The methodology congdts of two primary dements: (1)
collecting sdlary data from comparison indtitutions, and
(2) acomputationa process that involves the weighting of
severd datadements by variousfactors, such asthe num-
ber of faculty at each rank.

Display 1 below shows the comparison ingtitutions for the
two university systems. The members of the
Commission’s Faculty Sdary Advisory Committee for-
mulated each ligt through extendve discussions and com-
promises. In the more than 38 years that the survey has
been conducted, each list has changed severd times,
most recently in 1993-94 when three ingtitutions in the
State University comparison group were replaced. The
Univergty of Cdifornialist is unchanged since 1988.

The computationa process includes a determination of
current average sdaries, by rank, in both the Cdifornia
systems and the comparison ingtitutions, with each rank’s
average projected forward one year based on the previ-
ousfive-year growthrate. The projected 2004-05 aver-
age rank-by-rank salaries for the comparison inditutions
are then compared to the current-year State University
and University averages. These averages are then com-
bined into an “All Ranks Average’ for each comparison
group and each Cdifornia system and compared for the
current and budget years. Comparing the projected av-
erage for the comparison group next year with the current-

year average for the Cdifornia system produces the bud-
get-year “parity figure”

Faculty salary trends

Display 2 on the next page shows the Commisson’s sa-
ary computationsfor each of thetwo public university sys-
tems, plusthe actual amounts granted, since the 1981-82
fiscd year.

During the first haf of the 1980s, the sdary lag between
CSU and its comparison group was consstently smaller
than the comparable lag for UC and itsgroup. However,
by the late 1980s, this Situation had reversed. During
Cdifornia s severe economic recession between 1991-92
and 1994-95, few if any faculty salary increases were
funded in the State budget. This worsened the compen-
sation deficiency between faculty at Cdifornia's public
indtitutions and their comparison groupsto crestethe larg-
est compensation diparity sncetheinflationary eraof the
1970sand early 1980s. Thisyear, the sdary deficiencies
are again gpproaching record levelswith both senior sys-
tems facing double-digit differences in achieving parity
with their comparison inditutions.

When California moved from recession to economic
boom in the mid 1990s, faculty received more competi-
tive percentage sdary increases, with dightly larger in-

DISPLAY 1 Faculty Salary Comparison Institutions for the California State University and the University of

California
The California State University University of California
Northeast Region North Central Region Harvard University*
Buckndl University* Cleveland State Univerdity Massachusetts Ingtitute
Rutgers, the State University of [llinois State University of Technology*
New Jersey, Newark LoyolaUniversity, Chicago* Stanford University*
State University of New York, Wayne State University State University of New York,
Albany University of Wisconsin, Buffao
Tufts University* Milwaukee Univerdgty of Illinois, Urbana
University of Connecticut University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Western Region University of Virginia, Charlottesville
Southern Region Arizona State University Yde Univergty*
Georgia State University Reed College*
George Mason University University of Colorado, Denver
North Carolina State University University of Nevada, Reno
University of Maryland, University of Southern Cdifornia*
Batimore County University of Texas, Arlington

* |ndependent I nstitution.

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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DISPLAY 2 Comparison of Faculty Salary Parity
Figures, with Actual Percentage Increases Provided,
1981-82 Through 2004-05

The California University

Sadary Sdary
1981-82 0.5% 6.0% 5.8% 6.0%
1982-83 23 00 98 00
1983-84 9.2 6.0 185 7.0
1984-85 76 100 106 9.0
1985-86 N/A 105 6.5 95
1986-87 6.9 6.8 14 50
1987-88 6.9 6.9 20 56
1988-89 a7 a7 30 30
1989-90 48 48 47 47
1990-91 49 49 48 48
1991-92 41 00 35 00
1992-93 6.0 00 6.7 00
1993-HA 85 30 65 00
1994-95 6.8 00 126 30
199596 127 25 104 30
1996-97 9.6 40 103 50
1997-98 108 40 6.7 50
1998-99 12 5.7 46 45
1999-00 11 6.0 29 29
2000-01 89 6.0 30 30
2001-02 79 20 39 05
2002-03 106 20 6.9 05
2003-04 116 08 9.2 00
2004-05 12.7 N/A 106 N/A

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

creases accruing to faculty at the California State Univer-
gty. Asareault of this trend, the parity figure declined
ggnificantly during that period for faculty at both univer-
sty systems. However recent and anticipated budget
congraints have reversed the trend once again. The Uni-
vergty of Cdifornia's parity gap during the current year
was 6.1%, while the projected |ag for 2004-05 has grown
to0 10.6%. At the University, faculty received no cost of
living increase this year, while a the State University, fac-
ulty received an average sdary increase of 0.8%. How-
ever, thelag for the State University increased from acur-
rent difference 9.2% in the current year to a projected
12.7% for the 2004-05 fiscd year.

It is important to understand the meaning of these “ par-
ity” numbers. For example, when the Commission esti-
mates alag of 12.7% for State University faculty, it does

not mean that itsfaculty was actudly paid that percent less
than their colleagues at comparable ingtitutions. Thisfig-
ureisaprojection of apossble future (2004-05) increase
based on observed trends over a five-year period, with
the assumption that State University salaries would not
increase at dl in the 2003-04 fisca year. Thus, the pro-
jected lag for 2004-05 can be quite different from the
actud lag because of the actua amount of sdary increase
that comparison ingtitutions pay can be greater or less
than that projected. Further, the any current year salary
increase provided to University or State University could
lower the projected percentage, with the potentid, a-
though unlikdly, of there being no lag & all.

The parity figuresfor 2004-05
California State University

Display 3 on the next page shows the parity calculaions
for the Cdifornia State Universty for the current (2003-
04) and budget (2004-05) years.

The “parity figure®” for the State Universty system for
2004-05 is 12.7% — the percentage by which average
sdariesin the State Univerdty would have to increase to
equal the average sdaries projected to be paid by the
comparison inditutions in 2004-05. It indicates that the
al ranks average salary in the current year is about 9.2%
below that currently paid by the comparison group.
These cdculations are based upon actud information re-
ceived from 19 of the 20 State University’s comparison
inditutions. Comparative salaries were preliminary for
oneindtitution that was reconciling its database at thetime
of publication of this report.

Displays 4 and 5 on the following pages show rank-by-
rank and ingdtitution-by-ingtitution salariesfor both the State
Univerdty and the comparison group for 1998-99 and
2003-04. These dataare used to determinethefive-year
compounded average growth rate that permits current-
year sdaries to be projected into the budget year. The
shaded lines in both displays indicate the State
University’s postion for each rank and for dl ranksrea
tiveto the entire ligt. It shows that in 2003-05 on aver-
age dl State University faculty placed 12t0in their rank-
ing with the comparison inditution counterparts— directly
at the median.

For the current year, faculty at the professor and assitant
professor levels rank below the median, a the 17t place.
Associate professors and instructors placed at 11t and
7th places respectively. The overdl average for dl fac-
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DISPLAY 3 California State University Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1998-99 and 2003-04; Compound
Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2004-05; and Projected CSU
Faculty Salary Percentage Increase Required to Attain Parity with the Comparison Group in 2004-05

Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group
Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rate  Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1998-991 2003-041 of Increase 2004-05
Professor $82,618 $97,255 3.3% $100,480
Associate Professor $59,770 $69,378 3.0% $71,478
Assistant Professor $48,827 $58,162 3.6% $60,233
Instructor $38,621 $41,574 1.5% $42,192

Per centage I ncrease Required in
California State University Average

California State Comparison Group Salariesto Equal the Comparison
University Actual Average Salaries I nstitution Average
Average Salaries Actual Projected Actual Projected
Academic Rank 2003-04 2003-04 2004-05 2003-04 2004-05
Professor $83,434 $97,255 $100,480 16.6% 20.4%
Associate Professor $67,380 $69,378 $71,478 3.0% 6.1%
Assistant Professor $54,572 $58,162 $60,233 6.6% 10.4%
Instructor $42,058 $41,574 $42,192 -1.2% 0.3%
Weighted by State 0 o
University Staffing $69,711 $77,568 $80,122 11.3% 14.9%
Weighted by Comparison o
Institution Staffing $68,561 $75,187  $77,615 9.7% 13.2%
All Ranks Average and
e, $60,424 $75782  $78.242 9.2% 12.7%
Net Percentage Amount
Institutional Current-Y ear
Staffing Pattern Associate  Assistant
(Headcount Faculty) Professor Professor Professor Instructor Total
Cadlifornia State University 5,367 2,119 3,764 424 11,674
Percent 46.0% 18.2% 32.2% 3.6%
Comparison Ingtitutions 4,799 4,147 3,487 668 13,101
Percent 36.6% 31L.7% 26.6% 5.1%

1. Weighted 58% high-cost institutions, 42% low-cost institutions

2. "All-Ranks Average" salaries are derived by weighting the State University and Comparison Institutions by 75 % of their own staffing
pattern and 25% of the comparison ingtitution's staffing pattern.

Source: CPEC gtaff analysis
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DISPLAY 4 California Sate University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1998-99

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors Instructors Total Faculty

Average Salary Average Salary Average Salary Average Salary Weighted Ave.
| nstitution No. (Rank) No. (Rank) No. (Rank) No. (Rank) Total Salary (Rank)
Institution J* 134 98,282 (1) 124 72,689 (1) 92 58,338 (1) 25 43259 (4 375 76,351 (1)
Institution Q1 489 93261 (2 336 66,215 (2 231 57,153 (2 43 48,145 (2 1,099 75637 (2
Ingtitution B* 478 $90,486 (5) 335 $66,147 (3) 234 $51,223  (4) 11 $43,205 (5) 1,058 $73604 (3
Institution P* 118 86,681 (6) 125 63,815 (4) 51 48,198 (8) 2 55,533 (1) 296 70,184 (4)
Institution K 446 82,607 (7) 337 59,283 (9 198 52,238 (3 5 38,472 (9) 986 68,313 (5
Ingtitution R* 244 92,106 (3) 260 62335 (5) 165 47,963 (9 63 42,690 (6) 732 67,328 (6)
Institution N 247 79,943 (11) 191 57,668 (11) 74 47,447 (11) 0 0 - 512 66,937 (7)
Ingtitution M* 163 81,774 (9) 130 60,392 (7) 9% 48,996 (6) 8 32,097 (16) 395 65930 (8
Ingtitution S 276 80,857 (10) 246 61,738 (6) 206 48,273 (V) 21 44220 (3 749 64,589 (9)
Institution F 204 91,452 (4) 264 60,298 () 282 50564 (5| 39 39476 (7) 789 63845 (10)
Institution A 614 77,285 (13) 456 57,361 (13) 267 47,336 (12) 55 30,690 (17) 1,392 63173 (11)
csu 6,382 $71,586 (17) | 1,945 $57,229 (14)| 1,966 $46,355 (14)| 343 $36,197 (8) 10,636 $63,155 (12)
Institution G 155 82,212 (8) 228 57,510 (12) 122 44,930 (17) 2 37,861 (11) 507 61,957 (13)
Institution C 80 78,801 (12) 104 58931 (10) 85 47,559 (10) 0 0o -- 269 61,247 (14)
Institution T 262 70579 (18) 303 55,048 (15) 117 47,081 (13) 6 38,019 (10) 688 59,459 (15)
Institution L 49 71,947 (16) 27 53301 (17) 35 44566 (18) 0 0 - 111 58,778 (16)
Institution I* 118 75,386 (14) 134 53166 (18) 9% 46,285 (16) 24 33,704 (15) 370 57,242 (17)
Ingtitution E- 114 71,985 (15) 123 53,928 (16) 107 47,036 (15) 48 37,747 (12) 392 55,317 (18)
Institution D 156 67,617 (19) 199 53152 (19) 102 40614 (1| 11 35031 (14) 468 54815 (19)
Institution O 207 66,945 (20) 189 49,728 (20) 159 43,204 (19) 1 35,051 (13) 556 54,246 (20)
Institution H 263 62,716 (21) 195 49345 (21) 239 41,160 (20)| 14 30,493 (18) 711 51,168 (21)
Totals 4,817 $81,407 4,306 $59,087 2,954 $48,427 378 $39,166 12,455 $64,586

High cost 10 2,289 $87,470 2,041  $62,476 1,396 $50,389 247 $41,738 5973  $68,372
Low cost 10 2,528 75,917 2,265 56,033 1,558 46,670 131 34,315 6,482 61,098
Total 4,817 $82,618 4,306  $59,770 2,954 $48,827 378 $38,621 12455  $65,317

1. Universitieslocated in higher cost areas.

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor



DISPLAY5  California Sate University Comparison Ingtitution Salary Data, by Rank, 2003-04
Professors Associate Professors | Assidant Professors Lodructors Total Faculty
Average Average Average Average Weighted Ave.
Institution No. Salary (Rank) | No. Salary (Rank) | No. Salary (Rank) | No. Salary (Rank) | Total Salary (Rank)
Institution Q* 561 $116,527 (1)| 335 $81,319 (1) | 252 $70,869 (1) 46 $49,765 (3) | 1,194 $94440 (1)
Ingtitution P* 134 103,731 (5) 114 77111 (3) 61 59,850 (5) 0 0o - 309 85,247 (2)
Ingtitution J* 125 113276 (2) 89 79,428 (2) 67 65,727 (2) 40 40,476 (10) 321 84,895 (3)
Institution B* 393 104,107 4 336 76,530 (4) 289 61,132 (3) 19 57,707 (1) 1,037 82,345 (4)
Ingtitution K 495 94855 (10)] 329 68,689 (10)] 261 60,768 (4) 10 55066 (2)| 1,09 78505 (5)
Institution N 218 98,060 (7) 181 69,245 (9) 142 57,062 (9) 0 0o - 541 77,658 (6)
Ingtitution M* 170 95,668 (9) 156 69,526 (8) 114 54,700 (15) 9 41,925 (8) 449 75,106 (7)
Ingtitution A 621 91,722 (12)| 412 63914 (17)| 287 57,734 (7) 42 37636 (13)| 1362 74480 (8)
Ingtitution S* 286 90,700 (13) 250 70,145 (6) 222 57,837 (6) 38 47,195 (4) 796 73,002 (9)
Ingtitution C 70 97434 (8| 106 71,234 (5| 115 57,191 (8) 0 0 - 291 71,987 (10)
Ingtitution R*2 263 99,821 (6) 271 69,711 (7) 251 54,381 (19) 90 43,988 (6) 875 71,718 (11)
Ccsu 5367 $83434 (17)| 2119 $67,380 (11)| 3,764 $54,572 (17)| 424 $42,058 (7) | 11,674 $69,711 (12)
Ingtitution I* 130 93,715 (11)| 136 64670 (14)| 122 54614 (16)] 21 40508 (9) 409 69,662 (13)
Institution L 52 84,982 (16) 28 63,430 (18) 43 54,712 (14) 0 0o - 123 69,494 (14)
Ingtitution G* 168 89,234 (14)| 199 65032 (13) 46 54540 (18)] 77 46,007 (5) 490 69,355 (15)
Ingtitution F 183 107,363 (3)| 286 66785 (12)| 290 56,621 (11)] 106 38313 (12) 865 68,473 (16)
Ingtitution T 251 83,398 (18) 267 64,596 (15) 264 56,642 (10) 8 37,534 (14) 790 67,638 (17)
Institution O 183 80467 (20)] 166 60,847 (20)| 148 56,417 (13) 0 0o - 497 66,752 (18)
Institution D 153 83,387 (19) 187 61,796 (19) 127 47,719 (21) 34 38,575 (11) 501 63,245 (19)
Ingtitution E* 113 87,228 (15) 116 64,111 (16) 97 56,621 (12) 128 37,455 (15) 454 60,749 (20)
Ingtitution H 230 73,684 (21)] 183 57,909 (21)| 289 50,618 (20) 0 0 - 702 60,076 (21)
Totals 4,799 $96,139 4,147 $68,641 3,487 $57,598 668 $42,105 13,101 $74,422
High cost 10 2,343 $102,361 2,002 $72,559 1,521 $59,809 468 $43,423 6,334 $78,369
Low cost 10 2,456 90,204 2,145 64,985 1,966 55,887 200 39,022 6,767 70,727
Total 4,799 $97,255 4147 $69,378 3487 $58,162 668 $41,574 13,101 $75,159

1. Universities|ocated in higher cost aress.

2. Preliminary data
Source: The Cdifornia State University, Office of the Chancellor



ulty is a the median is because the State University has
46.0% of its faculty a the full professor rank, while the
comparison ingitutions, as a group, have only 36.6% of
their faculty at that rank.

University of California

Thisreport contains current-year datafrom five of the eight
University of Cdiforniacomparison inditutions. Datawere
egtimated for the other three indtitutions by taking 95% of
the five-year average rate of sdary increases provided by
those three indtitutions as prescribe by the University’s
methodology.

Display 6 on the next page shows the parity caculations
for UC for both the current and budget years. For the
Universty system, the methodology indicates a“ parity fig-
ure’ of 10.6%, which isthe percentage amount by which
UC faculty will lag their counterpartsif no sdary increase
isgranted for 2004-05. The display aso showsthat Uni-
versity average sdaries lag the comparison group by
6.1% in the 2003-04 fiscd yesr.

Display 7 presents 1998-99 and 2003-04 comparison
ingtitution data, by rank, and indicates that the University
has dightly improved the relative strength of its median
position over the five-year period. Five years ago,
$9,000 separated University sdaries from the indtitution
just below it; today the University’s average is about
$3,400 higher than that indtitution. There is no change
from lagt year in the public/independent relationship rela
tive to faculty sdaries—that is, each of the private com-
parison inditutions pays more on average while each pub-
lic comparator pays less.

The Universties rank-by-rank pogtion rdaiveto itscom-
parison inditutions is more consstent than it is with the
State University. For example, wherein the current year
the University’ s dl-ranks average is a the median —fifth
of nineliged, induding the Universty of Cdifornia— of the
comparison inditutionslisted, it issixth for full professors,
gxth for associate professors, and sixth for assstant pro-
fessors. The consstency of the University’s position oc-
curs because the distribution of faculty at each professo-
rid rank in that sysem is dightly different to the distribu-

tion of faculty at its eight comparison ingtitutions.
I ssues of competitiveness

The Commission believes that any sdary increase pro-
vided to faculty should take into congderation its impact
on students, induding the quantity and qudlity of faculty.
However, current budget congtraints suggest that faculty
at both the Cdifornia State Universty and the University
of Cdiforniaare likely to receive minimd or no day in-
creases in 2004-05 commensurate with the estimated lag
of their respective comparison ingditutions, in large part
because of the dgnificant budget shortfal the State isfac-
ing during both the current and budgeted fiscdl years. The
implications of no or minima sdary increases might put
both the State Univerdty and the University a adisadvan-
tage when retaining exiging or recruiting new faculty who
are critical to meeting the needs of sudents. If thelagis
too digparate, both University systems could lose their
best scholarstoindtitutions offering more competitive sda
ries. Smilarly, when recruiting new faculty, both sysems
must offer competitive packagesto recent graduates, and
to highly prized scholarsworking e sewhere, to make ther
offers mogt attractive. A reduction in the number of ex-
iding faculty, or an inditution’ singbility to attract qudified
scholars, could affect student access and undermine the
quality of academic programs.

The current nationd recesson may temper the negative
effects of smdl or no saary increases on the University
and State University in the short term, in that many pub-

lic colleges and universities throughout the nation are aso
facing limited sdary increases, in large part because of
magor budget shortfalls in other states. However, once
the national economy improves, the State must consider
what levels of compensation are best for recruiting and
retaining faculty. Likewise, policy makers should recog-

nize that compensation is only one factor that faculty use
when congdering job offers. Other externdities such as
cos of housing, quaity of life, and climate often affect a
faculty member’ s decison when accepting anew position
in Cdifornia. The Commisson’s parity caculaionsfor the
Univerdty and State University provide only one measure
of indtitutiona competitiveness for employing such faculty.




DISPLAY 6 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1998-99 and 2003-04;
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2004-05; and
Projected Percentage UC Faculty Salary Increase Required to Attain Parity with the Comparison
Group in 2004-05

Professor

Comparison Group

Average Salaries

Compound Rate

Comparison Group

Professor

Academic Rank 1998-99t 2003-04* of Increase Projected Salaries, 2004-05
$100,650 $123,829 4.2% $129,069
Associate Professor $67,635 $82,782 4.1% $86,197
Assistant Professor $55,856 $69,024 4.3% $72,009
Percent Increase Required in
University Ave. Salariesto Equal
University of Comparison Group the Comparison I nstitution
Calif. Average Average Salaries Average
Salaries, Actual Projected Actual Projected
Academic Rank 2003-04 2003-04 2004-05 2003-04 2004-05
$113,563 $123,829 $129,069 9.0% 13.7%
Associate Professor $74,101 $82,782 $86,197 11.7% 16.3%
Assistant Professor $65,805 $69,024 $72,009 4.9% 9.4%
Weighted by University of 0 0
California Staffing $96,985 $105,639 $110,104 8.9% 13.5%
Weighted by Comparison g5 55 $100,366 $104,611 8.7% 13.3%
Institution Staffing ’ ’ ’ 70 270
All Ranks Average/Net
g 2 $95,815 $101,684 $105,984 6.1% 10.6%
Percentage Amount
Institutional Budget-Year Staffing Pattern, Associate
(Full-Time-Equivalent Faculty) Pr ofessor Pr of essor Assistant Professor Total
University of California 4,092.9 1,302.0 1,220.5 6,615.4
Percent 61.9% 19.7% 18.5% 100.0%
Comparison Institutions 4,334.9 1,842.4 2,211.4 8,388.7
Percent 51.7% 22.0% 26.4% 100.0%

1. Weighted 50% public comparison institutions, 50% independent comparison institutions. The University of California Office of the President
reports that it has final survey results from seven of its eight comparison institutions and has estimated final results for the eighth institution.

2. All-Ranks Average derived by weighting University and Comparison Institutions by 75 percent of their own staffing pattern and 25 percent of the
other's staffing pattern.

Source: CPEC staff analysis



DISPLAY 7 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries and Ranking, 1998-99 and

2003-04

Fté Professor. _é Associate Professor % Assistant Professor é Total Faculty %
1998-99 2| Number Salary a | Number Salary o | Number Salary o | Number Salary x
Institution H I 615 $117,890 1 115 $68,778 3 202 $63041 1| 932 $99,942 1
Institution A I 501 112,690 2 139 78360 1 178 62,384 3| 818 95,910 2
Institution F I 543 107,663 3 170 73514 2 185 63009 2 | 898 91,999 3
Institution D I 365 107,186 4 88 64,758 6 182 52,238 6 | 635 85,557 4
Univ. of Calif. P | 3,473 99,027 5 | 1,192 66,698 5 | 1,031 58,111 4 | 5,695 84,860 5
Institution E P 688 93230 6 364 67,794 4] 387 52565 5 | 1,439 75,860 6
Institution B P 429 92,117 7 267 63,901 7 217 51,350 7 | 914 74,168 7
InstitutionG | P 827 85,665 9 488 60,357 8 361 51,284 8 | 1,675 70,897 8
Institution C P 302 86,834 8 215 59,826 9 183 49643 9 | 700 68,814 9

Totals 4,270.3  $100,650 1,846.1  $67,635 1,895.1  $55,856 8,011.4 $83,357
Fté Professor. _é Associate Professor é Assistant Professor é Total Faculty é
2003-04 £ Number Salary ¢  Number Salary ¢  Number Salary o  Number Salary x
Institution H* I 607 $152,627 1 109 $93,078 2 240 $82,602 1| 956 $128258 1
Institution F I 505 134679 3 147 90,776 3 175 80,273 2 | 827 115,362 2
Institution A I 515 132,187 4 135 94315 1 209 69,127 3 | 859 110,893 3
Institution D* I 407 135122 2 68 83,037 4 199 66977 4| 674 109,747 4
Univ. of Calif. P 4,093 113563 6 1,302 74101 6 1,221 65805 6 6,615 96,985 5
Institution E Pl 757 116,395 5 400 81,142 5] 453 66,422 5 | 1,610 93576 6
Institution B? P| 470 104,740 8 263 71590 8| 229 59,605 9 | 961 84933 7
Institution G Pl 782 105,157 7 476 71666 7 | 472 63429 7 | 1,730 84560 8
Institution C Pl 292 100,396 9 244 71,417 9 235 59680 8 | 771 78815 9

Total 43349  $123,829 18424  $82,782 2,211.4  $69,024 8,388.7 $101,700

1. | =Independent; P = Public.

2. Edtimated data

Source: University of California, Office of the President.
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